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Introduction
Positioning is considered by both academics (Aaker and Shansby 1982; Park et al. 1986; Arnott 1993 Arnott , 1994 Arnott and Easingwood 1994; Myers 1996; Porter 1996; Kotler 1997; Hooley et al. 1998; Hooley et al. 2001 ) and practitioners (Neal 1980; Reynolds 1986; Ries and Trout 1986; McKenna 1986; Bainsfair 1990; Dovel 1990; Weylman 1993; Trout 1996) to be one of the key elements of modern marketing management. Despite this acknowledged central role, it is surprising to uncover a general paucity of documented, empirically based and consumer/customer-derived typologies, capable of measuring/reflecting positioning strategies.
Review of extant literature shows that, although efforts have been made towards the conceptualisation and development of positioning typologies, the results have been descriptive (see for example Buskirk 1975; Brown and Sims 1976; Berry 1982; Wind 1982; Aaker and Shansby 1982; Hooley et al. 1998b) or are based on very limited empirical evidence (e.g. Crawford 1985; Easingwood and Mahajan 1989) or reflect managerial views (e.g. Arnott 1992 ; Kalafatis et al. 2000) . The task of consumer/customer-based typologies that has been inferred to be important in the management of the positioning concept (see Dibb and Simkin 1991; Hooley and Saunders 1993; Bhat and Reddy 1998; Hooley et al. 1998) seems to have been largely overlooked by scholars. This study presents the results, i.e. development and validation, of an empirically based consumer/customer-derived generic typology of positioning strategies.
The latter is considered to be important for the operationalisation of the concept by Fill (1999) who writes that successful positioning can only be achieved by adopting a customer perspective and by understanding how customers perceive products in the class and how they attach importance to particular attributes that can be grouped under a construct (see Sweeney and Soutar 2001) . This contention is supported by Dibb et al. (1997, pp.228 ) who state that:
"…positioning is based on consumers' perceptions and is therefore only partly within the control of marketers…in-depth market research (often focus group discussions) is required if customer motivations and expectations in a particular market are to be fully understood…management's intuition is not always sufficient…".
This paper is based on the premise that the absence of empirically based constructs (see, for example, Hooley et al. 2001, pp.515) , and more specifically, consumer/customer-derived constructs, may have caused the apparent difficulties in management's effort to apply the concept (see Piercy 1991) and the apprehension about the concept contended by researchers (Pollay 1985; Arnott 1992 and . The foregoing discussion leaves one to infer that there is a need for research in the field of consumer/customerderived positioning typologies, which can make valuable contributions to both marketing knowledge and practice (McKenna 1986; Johar and Sirgy 1989; Rigger 1995; Porter 1996; Hooley et al. 2001) . The research presented here attempts to redress such an omission through the development and validation of a scale measuring consumer/customer-derived typology of positioning strategies.
Conceptual Framework
In modern marketing, in order not to succumb to "marketing myopia" (Levitt 1986 ), and to benefit from long-term survival, there is a growing need for firms to assess their offerings (Park et al. 1986; Bernstein 1992 ) and manage their organisations in relation to their competitors (McKenna 1986; Ries and Trout 1986; Wright 1997) .
This is the domain of the concept of positioning which is concerned with attempt to modify the tangible characteristics and intangible perceptions of a marketable object in relation to competition (Arnott 1992 (Arnott , 1993 . More recently, Alden et al. (1999) have confirmed the importance of positioning in international marketing and conclude that, there is the emergence of a global consumer culture positioning (GCCP) and suggest that the latter is a "positioning tool" that can be employed by marketers in the multinational marketplace. Analysing advertisements from around the world (i.e. Asia, North America and Europe), Alden et al. (1999) contend that in the global market place, there is the emergence of global culture that may be employed by brand managers in their positioning efforts/deliberations. Although the authors acknowledge the importance of consumer/customer perceptions in positioning research (see Alden et al. 1999, pp.84) , their work mainly involves semiotics theory in the examination of advertisements.
In the last few years, research conducted between higher and lower performing United Kingdom (UK) companies, in terms of their marketing practices, has revealed that, to be successful over the long term, a firm's offering must be well positioned in the market place (Brooksbank 1994) . This is supported by authors including Clement and Grotemeyer (1990) and Devlin et al. (1995) who assert that just as marketing has become an increasingly important element of strategic management process, so has the concept of positioning become fundamental to the success of firms' marketing strategies. In addition, the relationship between a firm's adoption of the positioning concept and its profitability has also been evidenced in earlier paper written by Fisher (1991, pp.19-20) who contended that: "…a differentiated position generates high return on profits…". The above is supported by a United States (US) empirical research conducted by McAlexander et al. (1993) who state that the selection of a positioning strategy correlates significantly with financial performance.
Further support of the relationship between positioning and the long term growth of the firm is asserted by Porter (1996) who notes that companies who ignore the long term benefits of positioning strategies and, instead opt for operational efficiency would not be able to take advantage of the benefit of long term growth.
This paper contends that, in spite of the importance of (a) the concept of positioning in modern marketing management, (b) the effect on profitability and the long term success of the firm and (c) the need for the assessment of consumer/customer perceptions in positioning, the literature lacks an empirically based consumer/customer-derived typologies, capable of measuring positioning strategies (i.e. strategies that can be employed in the modification(s) of tangible characteristics and intangible perceptions of a marketable offering in relation to the competition). As was stated by Boshoff (1999, pp.247) , "…the age-old adage that what does not get measured does not get managed still holds true…".
More specifically, review of the literature reveals that some of the earliest and widely referred to typologies (e.g. Shansby 1982 and Wind 1982) are, in fact purely conceptual. This has also been the case with some of the more recently proposed typologies (e.g. Hooley et al. 1998b) . As for the empirically based typologies (e.g. Crawford 1985; Mahajan 1989 and Arnott 1992; Kalafatis et al's. 1997 and 2000) , these reflect mainly organisational practices and managerial views, as compared to customer perceptions (see Table 1 for a summary of extant positioning typologies). The above assertions raise certain pertinent issues that have provided the impetus for this research and which are worthy of mention:
1. Several scholars including the following 12 authors have actually cited the Aaker and Shansby (1982) conceptual typology (see Table 1 ) without questioning its validity (see Scott et al. 1985; Corstjens 1992; Lamb et al. 1992; Aaker et al. 1992; Ennew 1993; Engel et al. 1994; Palmer 1994; Fill 1999; Batra et al. 1996; Peter and Olson 1996; Kotler and Armstrong 1997; Hooley et al. 1998 ) let alone suggesting a method for its operationalisation or embarking upon one themselves.
2. Similar to the above issue, two authors (i.e. Reeder et al. 1991; Kotler 1997 ) have quoted Ries and Trout's (1986) comments on positioning typology (see Table 1 ) without suggesting its operationalisation.
3. With regard to empirically derived typologies, four authors (i.e. Park et al. 1986; Friedman and Lessig 1987; Roberts and Berger 1989; Cravens 1997) have cited Crawford's (1985) typology (see Table 1 ) without proposing a consumer/customer-derived typology.
Following from the above point, we agree with Arnott (1992) who suggests that, the paucity of empirical research on positioning typologies may be attributable to Marketing scholars' reliance on the articles published by Trout and Ries (1972) and the popularity of the authors' books (see for example, Ries and Trout 1986) . As was stated by Arnott (1992) , the latter may have paved the way for Trout and Ries' (1972) and Ries and Trout's (1986) suggestions, to be accepted without questioning its empirical basis. Having presented the issues related to conceptual positioning typologies, the following part of the paper debates the empirically derived typologies. On the issue of empirically based positioning typologies, Crawford's (1985) work involved content analysis of a sample of products' and services' advertisements appearing in a range of popular consumer and business magazines. The author subsequently put forward three key positioning categories (i.e. features, benefits, and surrogates) with eleven sub-categories (see Table 1 ). It can be noted that while Crawford's (1985) work is empirically based, in view of its multi-faceted categories, and the numerous worded advertisement examples, as was contended by Arnott (1992) , it can be confusing and its application can be difficult in research.
The second empirically based positioning typology has been proposed by Easingwood and Mahajan (1989) (see Table 1 ) who adopted a similar methodological approach, i.e. content analysis, and procedure in the explanation, i.e. worded advertisements as Crawford (1985) . Easingwood and Mahajan (1989) propose a new eight -base-positioning typology. However, due to its similarities to Crawford's (1985) typology (i.e. multifaceted constructs, worded advertisements), it renders it difficult to operationalise.
The third empirically derived typology was put forward by Arnott (1992 Arnott ( 1994 ). Arnott's (1992) typology attempted to offer a rigorous empirical alternative to the two typologies discussed earlier by proposing a composite (i.e. one that takes account of the conceptual and empirical typologies discussed) positioning typology. Despite the acknowledged importance of consumers'/customers' perceptions in positioning (Hooley and Saunders 1993; Dibb et al. 1997; Hooley et al. 1998; Fill 1999) this typology is based on managerial/executive perspectives.
From the foregoing discussion, the following weaknesses have been identified and have provided the impetus for this research:
• With the exception of Arnott (1992 and and Kalafatis et al. (1997 and 2000) , most empirically based typologies are difficult to operationalise.
• While all authors claim that input from consumer/customer interviews or focus groups and consumer surveys is important, there is scant evidence of the above being adopted and becoming part of their typology development, and • To our best knowledge, so far, no attempt has been put forward for the development and validation of a consumer/customer-derived empirically based positioning typology. Buskirk (1975) Features, (2) Price, (3) Advertising, (4) Distribution. Brown and Sims (1976) Problems solved, (2) Usage situation, (3) Users, (4) Competitors. Berry (1982) Value (warehouse, off-pricing), (2) Time efficiency (superstores, catalogue stores, tele-shopping); (3) High contact (specialty, facilitating, advising, added value, resource usage); (4) Sensory (sounds, smells, visuals). Wind (1982) Product features, (2) Benefits, (3) Problem solutions or need, (4) Usage occasions, (5) User, (6) Against another product; (7) Product class dissociation. Aaker and Shansby (1982) Attributes, (2) Price/quality, (3) Use or application, (4) Product/service user, (5) Product/service class, (6) Competition. Crawford (1985) Features, (2) Benefits:direct/indirect, (3) Surrogates: nonpareil, parentage (brand, company, person), manufacture (process, ingredients, design), target (end use, demographic, psychographic, behavioural); rank, endorsements (expert, emulative), experience (other market, band wagon, years/time); predecessor, competitor. Ries and Trout (1986) Market leader, (2) Follower, (3) Reposition the competition, (4) Use the name (5) Line extension (use of the house name). Easingwood & Mahajan (1989) Reputation/capabilities of organisation: expertise, reliability, innovativeness, performance, (2) Augmentation of product offering: product augmentation, extra service, (3) People advantage, (4) More attractive package offering, (5) A superior product through technology, (6) Accessibility, (7) Extra attention given to individual requirements through customisation, (8) Satisfaction of more user needs within the sector; through offering a complete product line. Arnott (1992 Arnott ( 1994 Empathy, (2) Solvency, (3) Promotions, (4) Administrative time, (5) Helpfulness, (6) Reliability, (7) Attentiveness, (8) Staff competence, (9) Flexible products, (10) Access to people, (11) Reputation, (12) Customisation, (13) Incentives, (14) Social awareness, (15) Security, (16) Technology. Hooley et al. (1998b) (1) Low Price-High Price, (2) Premium Quality-Basic Quality, (3) Innovation-Imitation, (4) Superior ServiceLimited Service, (5) Differentiated Benefits-Undifferentiated Features, (6) Tailored Offering-Standard Offering. Kalafatis et al. (2000) (1) Pricing, (2) Easy to do business, (3) Personal contact, (4) Product performance, (5) Range of offerings, (6) Presence, (7) Safety, (8) Leadership, (9) Distinct identity, (10) Status, (11) Country identity, (12) Differentiation, (13) Attractiveness.
In view of the foregoing, prior to the commencement of the research, formal consultations and discussions were held with five academic experts (2 from the USA and 3 from the UK) in positioning typologies, models and the study setting with the purpose of clarifying the research aim and methodology. Their suggestions were incorporated in the research design and in the interpretation of the final typology.
Research Aim and Objectives
The aim of the research presented here has been the development, i.e. the systematic methodical adherence to, and validation of a scale measuring consumer/customer-derived generic typology of positioning strategies, i.e. a typology that could be equally applied to goods and services. More specifically, the objectives of this study are:
1. To generate a pool of items which consumers/customers employ in their perceptions of goods and services, 2. To synthesise and reduce these items into generic constructs, i.e.
concepts, that will form the basis of a typology of positioning strategies and 3. To validate the proposed typology of positioning strategies.
Stages in the Development and Validation of a Scale Measuring Typology of Positioning Strategies
In order to achieve the research aim, a multi-step process that demanded that thorough attention be paid to every step of the process (DeVellis 1991; Spector 1992) has been adopted. This was a modified version (i.e. fairly close to the original cited work) of the frameworks proposed by Parasuraman et al. (1988) and Churchill (1995) and is presented in Figure 1 . Each of the steps is now debated in detail.
Initial Generation of Statements (Step 1)
Generation of statements was the first step in the scale development process and was designed to elicit consumers'/customers' vocabulary regarding descriptions of their perceptions (see Dickinson and Wilby 1997) about products and services (see Aaker and Shansby 1982) in terms of issues important to them when evaluating or considering purchasing or recommending the products and services. For this purpose, following recommendations by Spector (1992) , Tull and Hawkins (1994) and Churchill (1995) , focus group sessions were employed. Participants were asked to provide descriptors/statements for the products and services in terms of their features, attributes and benefits.
Step 1: Initial generation of statements from focus group sessions
Step 2: Deletion of duplicate statements
Step 3: Initial collection of perceptions
Step 5: Identification of main factors/dimensions
Step 6: Final collection of perceptions
Step 7: Evaluation of the reliability and validity of the positioning typology
Step 4: Scale development and purification -EFA designed to verify the dimensionality of the data
Reassignment of items and restructuring of dimensions
Initial assessment of scale reliability and purification
Step 8 
Figure 1. Steps in Developing and Validating a Typology of Positioning Strategies
The participants were also encouraged to describe actual experiences related to their general perceptions. Furthermore, in order to ensure the generalisation of the ultimate typology, we borrowed Hartman and Lindgren's (1993) continuum to ensure polarity and consequently, the following combination of both products and services (see for example, Aaker and Shansby 1982; Hooley and Saunders 1993; Hooley et al. 1998) formed the subject of discussion in the focus groups: Six groups of adults (see Parasuraman et al. 1988) consisting of a convenient sample of post-graduate business students, university administrators and working adults from various private and public sector organisations participated. Following Kirk and Miller (1986) , pre-notification announcements were placed on notice boards of three London Universities. In addition, snowball procedures (Aaker and Day 1990; Jobber 1989) were employed. In total 36 individuals participated. The focus group discussions followed the good practices prescribed by Kirk and Miller (1986) , Gordon and Langmaid (1988) , Wolcott (1990) and Feldman (1995) . Analysis of the group sessions resulted in 140 statements.
Deletion of Duplicate Statements (Step 2)
Following suggestions by Kirk and Miller (1986) , Bliss et al. (1987) , Gordon and Langmaid (1988) and Loos (1995) , the initial list of statements generated from the focus group sessions were examined in order to identify and delete duplicate/overlapping statements. For this purpose, inductive reasoning was, employed and the process resulted in the retention of only those statements/items, which were, viewed as potential discriminators, i.e. sensitive or selective, across respondents' perceptions (see Parasuraman et al. 1988 ).
In addition, conforming to the literature's suggestions on scale development and validation (see for example, Tull and Hawkins 1984; Bliss et al. 1987; Aaker and Day 1990; DeVellis 1991) , the data were given to academic experts on scale development and industry experts for their comments (see also, Parasuraman et al. 1988 ). This, as noted by Parasuraman et al. (1998) , was, designed to ensure that any ambiguity with the statements was, clarified prior to the first stage of data collection. As a result of the above-described process the initial list was reduced to 54 statements (see Appendix 1).
Initial Collection of Perceptions (Step 3)
The primary purpose of step 3 was the initial collection of data from consumers/customers. In line with Churchill (1995) and Burton et al. (1998) , this step involved a postal survey, which covered both products and services. More specifically, the statements obtained from the focus group sessions comprised the measures incorporated into a postal survey carried out using a non-probability convenient sample of 234 mature, i.e. over 25 years old, parttime post-graduate students of two London University Business Schools. The students were current and past postgraduates of mater's level courses in marketing and business administration, i.e. MBA.
The sample was, made up of 140 male and 94 female adults. The rationale for using such a sample is in line with extant literature (see Ahmed and Jabes 1995; Thwaites and Vere 1995; Winer 1999 ). In addition the educational level/background (i.e. ability to complete the required task) of such individuals is offered as a justification and is consistent with extant literature (see Oppenheim 1992; Spector 1992) . Moreover, we believe that the sample were consumers who were members of the general public in view of their part-time student status. Our assertion is supported by Spector (1992, pp.2) who cautions about the drawbacks in the selection of respondents in summated scale development, adding that:
"…perhaps the biggest limitations is that subjects must have a reasonable high level of literacy…potential respondents who do not read well will certainly have difficulties completing these scales…".
For each statement, respondents were requested to indicate the degree to which the descriptor(s)/statement(s) was relevant in determining their perceptions of products and services in terms of their features, attributes and benefits. In a similar way to stage 1 and in order to ensure the generalisability of the eventual scale, the respondents were requested to provide information on the following products and services (see Hooley and Saunders 1993) which were different from those forming the debate in the focus groups.
1. Products: furniture and washing powder 2. Services: airlines and hotels.
The questionnaire was, divided into two batches with each employing a service and a product. Each batch contained 117 questionnaires. In order to enhance a balance design, instructions for the first batch of questionnaire included: "Please consider each descriptor(s)/statement(s), i.e. word (or group of words) in the centre of the page in terms of how relevant you perceive them to be when evaluating or comparing between (a) airlines (b) washing powders". Likewise, the second batch indicated the latter wording and (c) furniture and (d) hotels.
In line with Parasuraman et al. (1988) , the 54 statements were measured on a 7-point scale where 1 stood for very irrelevant and 7 very relevant. Following the Total Design Method (Dillman 1978) , 109 responses were obtained, giving a satisfactory 47% response rate. The Total Design Method encompassed (a) questionnaire design that was simple and easy to understand, (b) wording in terms of unambiguous words/statements, (c) clarity in layout of the questionnaire, (d) pilot testing of the questionnaire among students, faculty and university administrators, (e) courteous cover letter promising a copy of the research results, (f) inclusion of past research paper, (g) pre-notification, (h) survey and (i) post survey follow-up. Nonresponse bias was investigated through comparison of early and late responses and follow-up discussion with students in classrooms in terms of non-response. The latter was supported by telephone conversations with non-respondent graduate students, i.e. past students. Reasons given for nonresponse included (a) out of the town/country on business, (b) moved from address and (c) misplaced questionnaire. In view of the foregoing, we are satisfied as to the integrity of the obtained data.
Scale Development and Purification (Step 4)
Analysis of the data collected in step 3 forms the main purpose of step 4. In line with good practices suggested by Tull and Hawkins (1984) , Parasuraman et al. (1988) , Churchill (1995) , Dabholkar et al. (1996) , and Sweeney and Soutar (2001), exploration of the underlying structure of the data was, carried out through exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and the stepwise process suggested by Hair et al. (1998) was, followed.
Initial visual assessment of the correlation matrices indicated considerable degree of inter-statement correlation. In addition, from the correlation matrix, the Bartlett test of Sphericity (χ2 = 8281.233; df = 2145; p<.00000) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy index (value of 0.821) confirmed the appropriateness of the data for EFA. Given that the aim was to identify the minimum number of factors that would account for the maximum portion of the variance of the original items, principal component analysis was selected (Nunnally 1978, pp.357) to reduce the number of factors where the eigenvalue greater than 1, and a cumulative percentage of variance explained being greater than 50%, were the criteria used in determining the number of factors. On the basis of these criteria, 15 factors were extracted (see Table 2 ) and explain 68% of the variance in the data. Furthermore, the high communality column in Table 2 indicates evidence of the overall significance of the solution, i.e. the communality provides strong variance between the variables in the analysis.
Interpretation of the Factors
In order to obtain a clear picture of the structure, the initial solution was rotated and in the absence of a compelling analytical or theoretical reason, no prior assumption in terms of factor dependence was made and consequently an oblique (in the form of Oblimin) rotation was applied to the data (see Parasuraman et al. 1988; Kinnear and Gray 1997) . On the basis of the sample size, the criterion for the significance of factor loading for the extracted common factors was stipulated to be greater than the absolute value of 0.5 suggested by Hair et al. (1998) . Communality was also examined in order to assess how much variance of each item was accounted for by the extracted factors and to shed light into possible elimination of items (given the lack of accepted guidelines a cut-off value of .5 was used). The solution presented in Table 2 leads us to the following conclusions: a) All of the statements meet the communality criterion. b) The loadings associated with the majority (i.e. 42 of the 54 statements) of the statements were above the 0.5 specified criterion. The statements associated with factor loadings below 0.5 (e.g. "Social class", "Mass produced", "Dignity", "Familiarity" etc.) shown in italics in Table 2 were excluded from further analysis. 
Reliability of the EFA Solution and Respecification of the Factors
At this point only initial testing of the internal reliability of the extracted factors was performed in the form of Cronbach's coefficient α. The cut-off value adopted was 0.7 (see Parasuraman et al. 1988; Spector 1992; Churchill 1997) and the acceptable benchmark level of item-to-total correlation was set above 0.3. Following the decision relating to the internal reliability (i.e. Cronbach coefficient α) and in line with Hair et al. (1998) , the factors were respecified. This was effected to further reduce the number of factors. With regard to the latter, the following two criteria were employed:
• Factors with only 1 or 2 items were merged with other factors whenever they were judged to be conceptually related (see for example, Factors 7 and 11 in Table 3 ). This is consistent with recommendations by Spector (1992) , Churchill (1995) and Hair et al. (1998) , who state that the deletion or merger of a particular statement/item can only be justified when the item(s) to be eliminated or merged are conceptually related with another group of items.
• Items were eliminated if by merging them with others, there was no improvement in internal reliability, i.e. no increase in the alpha value (see Parasuraman et al. 1988 , Hair et al. 1998 for justification).
Having debated the criteria used in assessing the internal reliability and conceptual congruence of item membership we now proceed with the evaluation of the identified factors (see Table 3 ). Table 2 ). Values less than 0.70 are in italics.
1. Factors 1, 2, 4, 6, 9 & 14: The statistics associated with these factors fulfil the above set criteria and consequently they are retained without any changes. 2. Factors 3, 8, 10 and 13: Did not fulfil the specified criteria (although Factors 3 and 10 were marginal) and there was no conceptual justification for merging them with other factors. Consequently these factors and their respective items have been omitted from further analysis. 3. Factors 7 & 11 and 12 & 15: These pairs were considered to share conceptual similarities and were merged. For instance, it was judged that a consumer with "High principles" (Factor 7) will relate with others who are "Discriminatory" (Factor 11) in their choice of offerings as well as those from "Middle class" (Factor 11) backgrounds. Similarly, it was believed that "The Name", i.e. the brand name (Factor 12), of the offering and whether the offering is a "Leader in the market" (Factor 12) associated with offerings providing "Extra features", "Choice", "Wide range" (Factor 15) and was also "Expensive" (Factor 15). 4. Factor 5: This factor was marginal and at the same time it was considered, conceptually, to be accounted for by Factor 1. Consequently, it was excluded from further analysis.
The internal reliability of the revised structure was tested and the results presented in Table 4 provide evidence as to the robustness of the structure since all factors exceeded the adopted criteria.
Identification of the Main Factors/Dimensions (i.e. clusters of related indicators) (Step 5)
The initial results of the analysis designed to develop a typology of positioning strategies are now presented. Borrowing the definition provided by Hair et al. (1998) , for the purposes of this research, typology refers to the theoretical foundation underpinning a grouping of factors that reflect or describe positioning strategies. They are mutually inclusive, rather than indicators of different types of positions. The researcher or manager may employ a strategy or a collection of strategies that is commensurate with the firm's and/or offering's aim and objectives in the market place. In other words, the measurement instrument and the resulting factors are dimensions underpinning positioning strategies. To briefly review the process, initially 140 statements were recorded. These were reduced to 54 conceptually distinct statements, which were applied to EFA. Following examination of the EFA results and analysis of the reliability and conceptual coherency of the indicated factors it is suggested that the eight factors below represent a potentially robust typology of positioning strategies. For each strategy, an item judged to have strong conceptual relations with the rest of the items was adopted. For example, in the case of "Strategy 1" "Top of the range" was adopted. Likewise, "Service" was adopted for "Strategy 2". The latter is evidenced in the demographic characteristics of the sample presented in Appendix 3. The questionnaire was based on perceptions of plastic card brands in terms of their features, attributes and benefits (see for example, Dickinson and Wilby 1997). For the purposes of this research, Worthington's (1990 Worthington's ( 1994 classification of plastic card service brands (i.e. credit cards, charge cards, store cards, and debit cards) was adopted. Similar to step 3, respondents were asked: "(1) Please consider the following descriptor(s)/statement(s) in the centre of the page". "(2) Indicate how close you believe that each descriptor/statement fits with your perceptions including features, attributes and benefits of the two plastic cards below". "(3) Use a scale of 1 to 7 where: 1 indicates very irrelevant and 7, very relevant". It is important to mention that the plastic card service sector was adopted for validation purposes.
Typology of Positioning Strategies drawn from 8 factors presented in
More specifically, the questionnaire was designed to obtain respondents' As indicated above, two cards were selected from each of the four main sectors of the plastic card service industry (Fraser 1985 , Worthington 1990 . The questionnaire (i.e. descriptors) was measured using the 7-point scale where 1 indicated very irrelevant and 7 very relevant with particular cards. Following a similar approach as in Step 3, out of an initial sample of 1000, 357 questionnaires were returned thus giving an acceptable 35% effective response rate. Although the authors employed the total design method (Dillman 1978) , potential non-response bias was presumed and consequently, it was, deemed necessary to test for its presence. Independent sample t-tests were carried out in order to test for possible differences between early and late respondents for random selection of scale items. The results presented in Table 5 indicate that none of the t-tests were found to be significant, thus leading us to conclude that there is no evidence of serious non-response bias in this population. The latter was supported by telephone conversation with the Chartered Institute of Marketing. 
Evaluation of Reliability and Validity of the Positioning Typology (Step 7)
At this point attention is turned towards the assessment of the accuracy of the proposed typology of positioning strategies, i.e. the generalisability/ robustness of the proposed scales. This involved reliability and validity analysis. Gronlünd (1982) stated that "reliability is necessary to obtain validity", and it has been suggested by Spector (1992) that one should first establish the essential property of reliability before the assessment of scale validity.
Reliability
Much of the debate related to testing the internal-consistency of a scale has been covered under Stage 6, however, where dimensions retained more than three items, the construct reliability was re-examined through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) as suggested by Dabholkar et al. (1996) . The CFA was assessed using the AMOS software. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), the adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), the normed fit index (NFI), the Cronbach α, item-total correlation and the item regression loadings were utilised to assess each scale.
From Table 6 one can see that, with the exception of "Selectivity" which has a marginal α value (α = 0.6896) and "The Brand Name" with marginal fit values (AGFI: 0.715; NFI: 0.723), all the construct values for Cronbach's α, GFI, AGFI and NFI were within the recommended criteria (Hair et al. 1998 ). However, there are some concerns regarding the observed high values of RMSEA, i.e. marginally higher than recommended benchmark for "Top of the range" and notably higher for "Attractive" and "The Brand Name".
Notwithstanding, while the 8 factors provide an encompassing conceptual fit, it is important to acknowledge the relative weaknesses in the loadings exhibited in Factors 7 and 8) (see Table 6 ). The latter, invariably, should be interpreted as tentative, considering the conceptual fit with the overall model. Furthermore, the item-total correlation appears to be acceptable. Moreover, the correlation matrix of the constructs (see Appendix 2: second survey) highlights a substantial number of items above the .30 acceptable level. It is important to note that following the elimination of one item, i.e. "middle class" (see Table 4 ), which appears under "Social class" factor, the latter factor was renamed "Selectivity" (see Table 6 ). Furthermore, with the exception of "Expensive" (Table 6 ) (eliminated) the regression weights of the non-fixed items were significant. These findings, once more, confirm the internal reliability of the adopted constructs (i.e. typology of positioning strategies). Note: @ Item eliminated due to non-significant regression weight value. + Item eliminated due to extremely weak item-to-total correlation value.
• Construct/concept renamed (see Evaluation of Reliability and Validity of Positioning Typology under Step 7). d Indicates the parameter was fixed to a value of 1 significance * p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
Processing Error
With regard to processing error, the assistance of an academic expert in research methodology, random data checks carried out by the authors and examination of the distributions of the variables assured that occurrence of such error was minimised. In addition, in terms of instrument error, this was reduced through careful questionnaire design and pre-testing of the questionnaire before commencing data collection (Dillman 1978) .
Validity
The validity of the research constructs/dimensions was tested through content, convergent, nomological, and predictive validity (see among others, Tull and Hawkins 1993; Malhotra 1993; Kinnear and Taylor 1996; Churchill 1997 ).
Content validity:
In this research, the measures developed for the positioning constructs were derived from an exhaustive step by step approach that commenced with a thorough examination of the relevant literature, followed with the generation of statements, and underwent detailed evaluations by both academicians and experts in the industry thus providing the confirmation for content validity. Furthermore, during the refinements of the questionnaires, discussion with a professor in research methodologies and the pre-test subjects indicated that the content of the factors was well represented by the measurement items employed. It must however be mentioned that although the judgement of content validity is subjective, the procedures used in this research are consistent with good practice in extant literature (see DeVellis 1991; Churchill 1995). 2. Convergent validity: In this study, convergent validity has been examined through EFA where the extracted latent factors can be seen as a set of common underlying dimensions of the research construct, i.e. positioning strategies (see Table 2 ). The latter has been used for this purpose by researchers such as Simpson (1990) and Mehta (1993) . 3. Nomological validity: This refers to the way the measurements correlate in a theoretically predicted way with measures of different but related constructs. Given the manner in which the topic was dealt with in the focus group sessions and the conceptual congruence with existing typologies (see Table 1 ), the nomological validity of the typology was assured. 4. Predictive validity: Apart from the considerable degree of interstatement correlations and evidence of internal reliability, the results from a replication of the initial formulation of the typology in a different study setting, i.e. business-to-business (see Kalafatis et al. 1997; Kalafatis et al. 2000) , attest, to a degree, the stability of this scale in terms of its predictive validity.
As for discriminant validity, as Spector (1992) states, this is dependent upon the existence of alternative measures. In other words, discriminant validity can be tested if there is another or similar method that measures the domain under discussion. Following the examination of the results of EFA, there appear to be an absence of cross loadings to the results (see Tables 2, 3 , and 4). The latter demonstrates that the items are measuring only single constructs/concepts and as a consequence, discriminant validity is assured 2 .
Positioning Typology, i.e. Strategies (Step 8) The last step in the development of the positioning scale is presented here and adheres to the systematic process listed in Figure 1 . The methodical adherence to scale development discussed in steps 1 to 8, the high construct reliability and validity, and the overall fit of the model provide confidence for the adaptation of the positioning construct presented in this research (see Parasuraman et al. 1988; Deng and Dart 1994; Dabholkar et al. 1996; Burton et al. 1998) . The actual names of the eight factors/constructs (strategies) have been based on conceptual relationship with the rest of the items under a particular factor and are presented next. Table 6 Top of the range: 
Proposed Typology of Positioning Strategies Drawn from 8 Factors Presented in

Discussion
This study has, through empirical research, developed and validated a consumer/customer-derived generic typology of positioning strategies. The typology is made up of the following eight factors/strategies supported by items ranging from three to five.
Top of the range strategy incorporates five sub-strategies pertaining to perceptions of prestige ascribed to offerings (five items). Service is made up of four associated strategies perceived by consumers to represent good service provided by a firm (four items). Value for money comprises three strategies which on their own, or collectively, are perceived to represent reasonable price (three items). Reliability consists of four strategies perceived to describe issues of durability, warranty etc. of an offering (four items). Attractiveness is supported by four strategies, which are perceived by consumers to be related to how attractive or elegant a particular offering is (four items). Country of origin is made up of two related strategies that are perceived to explain "country of origin" of an offering (two items).
The Brand Name comprises five related strategies, which are perceived to represent the brand name (five items). Selectivity has three sub-strategies, which individually, or in sum, are perceived to denote aspects of the individualistic nature of consumers (three items).
Each dimension is grounded in practice and relates to consumers'/customers' perceptions of products and services. This enhances the typology's generic nature, which means that it is suited for studying positioning in both service and product industries. More specifically, on the basis of its theoretical underpinnings, empirical development and its relationship with other theoretical and empirically based attempts, the typology presented in this research is, to a degree, generalisable within the context of investigating and/or appreciating the positioning of offerings. In addition, with regard to statistical generalisability, we believe that the methodical approach to the scale development, the selection of members of the general public and the results from this study can be inferred to be an enhancement of the generalisability of this typology to the larger population (Winer 1999) . Notwithstanding, it is important to note that the extent of generalisability is dependent on the purpose, i.e. the conditions of measurement, of the study at hand (Rentz 1987) .
Furthermore, given that no additional items are needed for this typology (e.g. sub-dimensions), it is simple to use. Unlike the extant empirically based typologies which are difficult to operationalise -in view of their numerous worded advertisement examples (e.g. Crawford 1985; Easingwood and Mahajan 1989) , and managerial based (e.g. Arnott 1992; Kalafatis et al. 1997; Kalafatis et al. 2000) , the instrument put forward in this research is easy to operationalise and derives from consumer/customer perceptions.
This study has found that there is, indications of congruence with a selection of constructs in the extant managerial based positioning typologies. For example, Arnott's (1992 Arnott's ( 1994 ) "Helpfulness", "Attentiveness", "Access to people" (see Table 1 ) seems to relate to "Service" identified in this study. In addition, the author's "Reliability" and "Security" constructs relate with "Reliability" put forward in this research. Furthermore, Kalafatis et al.'s (2000) "Pricing", "Personal attention", "Range of offerings", "Safety", "Distinct identity", "Status", "Country of origin" and "Attractiveness" are represented in our construct. Moreover, "Features", "Attributes", "Benefits" evidenced in most of the conceptual typologies (see Table 1 ) can be inferred to be represented under "The Brand Name" strategy identified in this research. The foregoing further provides the assurance of nomological validity for our results.
Although no researcher can claim to definitely capture consumer/customer perceptions (see Dabholkar et al. 1996) of positioning dimensions, it can be asserted that this research has endeavoured to capture the overall consumer/customer perceptions (Dabholkar et al. 1996; Lytle et al. 1998) . In addition it is asserted that, the effective operationalisation of positioning has, prior to this research, been hampered by the absence of a generic consumer/customer-based empirically derived instrument to measure consumer perceptions. Moreover, although it is recognised that this typology is functional in nature (i.e. based on the positioning of offerings and not organisations) preliminary replications of the typology's initial attempt has been shown to possess explanatory power in the business domain (see Kalafatis et al. 1997; Kalafatis et al. 2000) . It is however important to acknowledge that in step 6, it is likely that decisions made about the excluded factors (see for example, Factor 3 in Table 3 ) may be a measurement issue and does not necessarily rule out the substantive validity of those constructs/concepts.
Managerial Implications
This research has attempted to respond to claims made by authors including Johar and Sirgy (1989) , Bainsfair (1990) and Rigger (1995) that the discussion of positioning typologies necessitate some attempt to guide marketing managers and marketing researchers as to how and when to use what typologies. In addition, to a degree, this study has responded to Hooley et al.'s (2001) call for future research directed at the identification of the main dimensions, i.e. clusters of related indicators, that firms use to position their offerings.
It can be inferred that the evidence of reliability and construct/concept validity associated with this generic typology suggest that it is important for both managers and academic researchers who are positioning both products and services (see Boshoff 1999). More specifically, the typology could be useful in assessing positioning activities through the employment of the strategies (i.e. factors) in firms' communications tactics and strategies in the adjustment and/or refinement of the tangible characteristics of the offering with the aim of creating a mental image for consumers/customers through implied benefits of the offering (see Apostolidis et al. 1989; Kotler 1997; Fill 1999) . The latter can be effected by management via three broad sets of choices:
1. attitude change, i.e. efforts to alter consumer beliefs or to literally manipulate the market through the use of the typology's constructs/concepts in advertising strategies and tactics, 2. brand-product change, i.e. decisions to realistically or symbolically modify the offering to reflect the constructs, and 3. competition change, i.e. actions to change the image quality of competing offerings from the ideal point of reference based on the constructs (see also, Apostolidis et al. 1989 ).
Furthermore, managers could employ all or any of the above sets of choices taking into account the needs, wants, and aspirations of their target markets in effective marketing communication that reflects in one way or another the location, situation, casting, lighting, style, photographs, endorsers, and tone used in each commercial and/or promotions. In the case of managers operating in the lower end of the market, in view of the growing competition and the changing marketplace, the constructs could serve as useful benchmark for long term positioning decisions and activities (Porter 1996) . In addition, from the theoretical standpoint, this typology could form the basis of further investigation into the subject matter by both managers and academics. Following from the latter point, the following theoretical contributions to the study of positioning have been made:
1. this study responds to the comments made by Yip (1997) that: "…some of the positioning approaches in the literature are incomplete and therefore confusing…". 2. this research has responded to calls made by Porter (1985) and Rigger (1995) that there is need for comprehensive empirical research in the field of strategic positioning.
Furthermore, it is important to mention that to the best knowledge of the authors, this study is the first to attempt the development and validation of consumer/customer-derived empirically based generic positioning typology (see Crawford 1985; Easingwood and Mahajan 1989; Arnott 1992; Rigger 1995; Hooley et al. 2001 ).
Future Research Directions
Although the proposed typology is considered to have some inherent stability there is nevertheless some concern regarding the sample employed (i.e. postgraduate students) during the development of the scale and the rather "not very robust" RMSEA values obtained. Consequently, in order to enhance the typology's robustness and generalisability, continued testing and refinement of this typology are viewed as necessary. The integrity of the factors could be tested by the use of different sample groups and its contextual stability could be assessed by its application to non UK environments and to other market sectors.
Other avenues of research include:
• congruence between a firms' presumed positioning strategies and consumer/customer perceptions of strategies, • the development of normative guidelines related to a firms' desired positioning strategies and employment of specific positioning strategies, • the examination of the effectiveness of different communication strategies in delivering desired positioning strategies, and • the assessment of potential relationships between effective positioning activities and market orientation of resources available to a company. 
